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REAL PARTY TN INTEREST 

The real pairty in interest in this appeal is the following party. loteniational Business 
Machines Corporation. 
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RELATED APPEALS AND TNTRRFRRENCES 

With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected 
by, or have a bearing On the Board's decision in the pending ^peal, there are no such appeals or 
interferences. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the plication an: 1-12, 16-21, 23-3S, 39-44 and 46 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APFLICATION 

1. Claiitis canceled: 13-15, 22, 36-38 and 45 

2. Claims withdrawn firom consideration but not canceled: NONE 

3. Claims pending: 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 and 46 

4. Claims allowed: NONE 

5. Claims rejected: 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 and 46 

6. Claims objected to: NONE 

C. CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

the clnms on appeal are: 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 and 46 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

An Amendraerit after Final Rejection was not filed Accordingly, the claims on appeal 
herein are as amended in the Response to QflSce Action dated November 30, 2005, and finally 
rejected in the Final Of&ce Action dated January 3, 2006. 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SURTRCT MATTER 
A, CLAIM 1 - IIVDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 1 is directed to a method in a data processing system fox pruning 
search engine indices, A notification is received by a search engine ftom a client browser lhat a 
Web page retrieval arror occulted for a Web page « that the Web page no longer contains 
selected keywords (524, Figure 5, 6O0, Figure 6, page 17, lines 4-7, page 17, line 28-page 18, 
line 10), The Web page is automatically deleted fix)m the search engine indices in response to 
receiving the notification (Step 906, Figure 9, page 21, lines 15-18» also see page 17, Unes 7-10), 

CLAIM 8 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 8 is directed to a method in a data processing system for managing 
entries in a Web page database. A notification is received by a search engine firom a client 
browser that a retrieval error occurred for a Web page (524, Figure S, 600, Figure 6, page 17, 
lines 4-7, page 17, line 28-page 18, line 10). An entry associated with the Web page is 
automatically deleted fit)m the Web page database in response to receiving the notification (Step 
906, Figure 9, page 21, lines 15-18, see also page 17, lines 7-10). 

C- CLAIM 16 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 16 is directed to a method in a data processing system for managing a 
sot of bookmarks for a browser. A request for a Web page is sent in response to a selection of a 
bookmark from the set of bookmarks, wherein the bookmark is associated with the Web page 
(Steps 1000 and 1002, Fisfure 10, page 22, lines 23-25), A detennination is made whether an 
error has occurred in retrieving the Web page (Step 1004, Figure 10, page 22, lines 25-27) and 
the bookmark is removed in response to determining that an onox has occtirred in retrieving the 
Web page (Step 1014, Figure 10, page 23, lines 4-7), 
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D. Cl.AIM20--IProEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 20 is directed to a data processing system for pruning search engine 
indices. The data processing system (200, Figure 2, page 9, hnes 21-25) comprises a bus system 
(including busses 206, 212 and 216, ttgure 2, page 9, line 25- page 10, line 11) , a 
communications unit connected to the bus system (modem 218 and network adapter 220, Figure 
2, page 1 0, lines 9-1 1), a memory (209, Figure 2, page 9, lines 29-31) connected to the bus 
system that includes a set of instrilctions, and a processing unit (202, 204, Figure 2, page 9, lines 
27-28) connected to the bus system that executes the set of instructions to receive a notification 
fix>m a client browser that a Web page retrieval error occurred for a Web page or that the Web 
page no longer contains selected keywords (page 16, lines 6-16), The processing unit 
automatically deletes the Web page firom the search engine indices in response to receiving the 
notification (page 17, lines 4-10). 

CLAIM 21 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 21 is directed to a data processing syst^d for managing entries in a 
Web page database. The data processing system (200, Figure 2» page 9, lines 21-25) comprises a 
bus system (including busses 206, 212 and 21 6, Figure 2, page 9, line 25- page 10» line 11), a 
communications unit connected to Ifae bus system (modem 218 and network adapter 220, Figure 
2, p)age 10, lines 9-1 1), a m^oiy (209, Fl^re 2, page 9, bnes 29-31) connected to the bus 
system Aat includes a set of instructions, and a processing unit (202, 204, Figure 2, page 9» lines 
27-28) connected to the bus system that executes the set of instructions to receive a notification 
by a search engbie (SD6, Figure S, page IS, line 13) team a client browser (506, Figure S» page 
15, lines 8-9) that a retrieval error occurred Sot a Web page (page 16, lines 6-16). The processing 
unit automatically deletes an entry associated with the Web page from the Web page database in 
response to leceivmg the notification (page 17, lines 4-10). 
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F. CLAIM 23 -INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 22 is directed to a data processing system for managing a set of 
bookmarks for a browser. The data processing system (200, Figure 2, page 9, lines 21-25) 
comprises a bus system (includiiig busses 206, 212 and 216, Figure 2, page 9, line 25- page 10, 
line 1 1), a communications unit (modem 218 and network adapter 220, Figure 2, page 10, lines 
9-11) connected to ttie bus system, amemory (209, Figure 2, page 9, lines 29-31) connected to 
the bus system that includes a set of instructions, and a processing unit (202, 204, Figure 2, page 
9, linos 27-28) connected to the bus system that executes the set of instructions to send a request 
for a Web page in response to a selection of a bookmark from the set of bookmarks in which the 
bookmark is associated with the Web page, and removes the bookmark in response to 
dctBrmining that axi error has occurred in retrieving the Web page (page 22, line 23-pagc 23, 
line 7). 

G. CajaM24-OTDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 24 is directed to a data processing system for pruning search enguie 
indices. The data processing system (200, Figure 2, page 9, lines 21-25) comprises first means 
(202 , 204, Figui^e 2, page 9, lines 27-28) for receiving a notification firom a client browser (502, ' 
Figure 5, page 1 5» line 8-9) that a Web page retrieval error occuned for a Web page or that the 
. Web page no longer contains selected keywords, and deleting means for automatically deletihg 
the Web page fiom the search engine indices in response to receiving Ihe notification (202, 204, 
Figure 2, page 9, lines 27-28). 

H. CLAIM 31 - INDEPENDENT 

The subj ect matter of claim 3 1 is directed to a data processing system for managing entries in a 
Web page database. The data processing system (200, Figure 2, page 9, lines 21-25) comprises 
receiving means (202, 204, Figure 2, page 9, lines 27-28) for receiving a notification &om a 
client browser that a retrieval enor occurred for a Web page, and deleting means (202, 204, 
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Figure 2, page 9. lines 27-28) for automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page 
from the Web page database in response to receiving die notificatioii. 

L CLAIM 39 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 39 is directed to a data processing system for managing a set of 
bookmaricfl for a browser. The data processing system (300, Figure 3, page 1 1, lines 1 1-14) 
comprises sending means (browser 400, Figure 4. page 22, lines 1 8-25) for sending a request for 
a Web page in response to a selection of a bookmark from the set of bookmarks^ wherein the 
bookmark is associated with the Web page, determining means (browser 400, Figure 4. page 22, 
lines 25-30) for determining whether an error has occurred in retrieving the Web page, and 
removing means (browser 400, Figure 4, page 22, line 3 1 -page 23, line 9) for removing the 
bookmark in response to determining that an error has occurred in retrieving the Web page, 

J. CLAIM 43 -IM>£F£NDENT 

The subject matter of claim 43 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable 
medium for pruning search engine indices. The computer program product comprises first 
instructions for receiving by a search engine a notification firom a client browser that a Web page 
retrieval etror occurred for a Web page or that the W^ page no longer contains selected 
keywords (524, Figure 5, 600, Figure 6, page 17, lines 4-7, page 17» line 28-page 18, line 10), 
and second instructions for automatiQally deleting the Web page from the search engine indices 
in response to receiving the notification (Step 906, Figure 9, page 21, lines 15-18, also see page 
17, lines 7-10). 

K. CLAIM 44 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 44 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable 
medium for managing entries in a Web page database. The computer program product oomprises 
first instructions fbr receiving by a search engine a notification from a client browser that a 
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retrieval error occurred for a Web page (524, Figure 5. 600, Figure 6, page 17, lines 4-7, page 
17> line 28-page 18, line 10), and second instructions for automaticcdly deleting an entiy 
associated with the Web page &om the Web page database in response to receiving the 
notification (Step 906» Figure 9» page 21, lines 15-18). . 

L. CLAIM 46 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 46 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable 
medium for managing a set of bookmarks for a browser* The computer program product 
comprises first instructions for sending a request for a Web page in response to a selection of a 
bookmark from the set of bookmarks, wherein the bookmark is associated with the Web page 
(Steps 1000 and 1002» Figure 10, page 22, Uncs 23-2S), second instructions for determining 
whether an error has occurred in retrieving the Web page (Step 1004, Figure 10, page 22, lines 
25-27), and third instructions for removing the bookmark in response to determining that an error 
has occunred in retrieving the Web page (Step 1014, Figure 10, page 23, lines 4-7). 

ML CLAIM 11 - DEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 11, which depends from claim 8, recites that the notification of claim 
8 is a first type of notification. The method fhrtfaer recites that a second type of notification be 
received from a client browser that at least one selected search term is absent from the Web page 
(Step 812, Figure 8, page 20, lines 1-15), and that an entry associated with the Web page be 
automatically deleted from the Web page database in response to receiving the second type of 
notifiLcation (See page 17, lines 4-24). 

N. CLAIM 26 - DEPENDENT 

Thb subject matter of claim 26, which depends from claim 24, requires that the receiving means 
of claim 24 be a first receiving means, and that the system further mclude a second receiving 
means (506, Figure 5, page 17, lines 4-^24), for receiving a search request from (he client browser 

»/ 
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(502, Figure 5, page 17, lines 4-24), wherein the search request contains the selected keywords, 
and a searching means (506, FLgure 5, page 17, lines 4-24) for searching the search mgjne 
indices for matches to the selected keywords to form a search. A sending means (508, Figure 5, 
page 17» lines 4-24) sends a result of the seatch to the client browser (502, Figure 5, page 17, 
lines 4-24). 

O. CLAIM 34 - DEPENDEI^T 

The subject matter of claim 34, which depends from claim 31, requires that ttie notification of 
claim 31 be a first type of notification, and that the receiving means be a first receiving means. 
The system further includes a second receiving means (506, Figure 5, page 17, Imes 4-24) for 
receiving.a second type of notification from a client browser (502, Figure S, page 17, lines 4*'24] 
that at least one selected seardi torn is absoit from the Web page and a deleting means (506, 
Figure 5, page 17, lines 4-24) for automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page 
from the Web page database in response to receiving the second type of notification. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 and 46) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-46 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Glass et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,253,204 Bl) in view of Steele et al. (U.S. Patent Publication 
2003/0191737 Al). Claims 13-1 5, 22, 36-38 and 45, however, were canceled in the Response to 
Office Action dated November 30, 2005, and are no longer in the case. Accordingly, it is assvimed 
that the Examiner intended that the rejection apply only to claims 1-12, 16-21i 23-35^ 39-44 and 46. 
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ARGXJMEP4T 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (ClalmB 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 fmd 46) 

Th© Examiner has rejected claims 1-46 under 35 U.S*C, § 103(a) as being ui^atentable over 
Glass et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,253,204 Bl) in view of Steele et al. (U-S. Patent Publication 
2003/0191737 Al). Claims 13-15, 22, 36-38 and 45, however, were canceled in the Response to 
Office Action dated November 30, 2005» and are no longer in the case. Accordingly, the following 
argument assumes that the Examiner intended that the rejection apply only to claims 1-12, 16-21, 
2305,39-44 and 46. 

A.1, Claims 1-12, 16-21, 23^5» 39-44 and 46 

In finally rejecting the claims, the Examiner states: 

■ As per claims 1, 8, 13, 20-22, 24, 31, 36, 43-45, 

Glass et al discloses a method in a data processing system for priming searcli engine 

indices, comprising: 

"Receiving a notification by a search engine firom a client browser 
that a Web page retrieval error occurred for a Web page or that the Web 
page no longer contains selected keywords" See Fig. 2-3, col. 5, lines 
35-40, col. 8, lines 61-65. 

In particular, 

• Client browser ! Glass teaches an old server-client system (see Fig. 
2. col. 4, lines 23-37). A user requests a document such as 
**document V* fix>m the Web. The user must use a browser to 
retrieve document fliom the WWW, The browser is inherent in 
Glass reference. Even if the browser is not inherent, the Examiner 
provides an evident that it is well known in the art, the user must 
use a browser to view document firom the Web (see Steel et al. Fig, 
8, paragraph 0125). In the interest of prosecution, it would have 
been obvious to one widi ordinary skill in the ait at the time the 
invention was made to use a browser as taught by Steel uito the 
invention of Glass because the teaching would provide good 
presentation or viewing a document using a browser. 

• Keywords : The request that contains "document T* is inputted to 
the browser. Therefore, "document T' corresponds to a keyword. 
After that **document 2" is also another keyword, when the user 
tries to retrieve it. The user is notified if the file is not found, and 
the browser automatically generates a message to send to the 
server (fig. 3, step 340). It is well known in the art that the query 
contains search tenns where the search term is equivalent to the 
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keywbids. An evident is submitted by Steel et ai (See Fig. ISA, 
paragraph 0 1 5 1 , of Steel) . 
* Search Engine : Glass also teaches that a spider can be utilized (see 
the abstract, ooU 7> lines 59-coL 8, lines 2). A spider can be located 
in the server (col. 8, lines 55-65). By definition of Microsoft 
Computer dictionary, Fifth Edition, the term **5pidei*' is an 
automated program ^t searches the hitemet for documents and 
. indexes their addresses and content related iixformation in a 
database and also called search engine or crawler. Therefore, this 
spider is considered equivalent with the ''search engine" in the 
instant application. Since it is a program^ the spider can be located 
in the server side of the system or client side or in the middle such 
as central system to search for information in the networks 
Therefore, as discussed above, the user send a message to the 
server and the spider receives it A client reports the broken link to 
the server in which a spider located (as discussed above) (see col. 
7, lines 15-16, 57-59). 
Qlass teaches that the sender will modify the broken link in order to restore the 
link or delete a record after a period of time (see coL 8, lines 43-48). 

Glass does not clearly teach that the system wiU "automatically deleting the 
. Web page from the sisfarch engine indices i n response to receiving the notification". 
However, Steel discloses a retrieving infomiation system that allows a user to view 
a website. Steel discloses a search engine that search the central index (paragraph 0073). 
In addition, plurality of remote servers also disclose, where each server contains an index 
(See Fig. 5, of Steel). The Steel system has a capability of deleting the URL in their index 
if an error occurs in the central server or the sub server (paragraph 0082, 0094, and 0113 
of Steel). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of Qlass by apply the teaching of Steel for 
deleting fixe web page feom a search engine index because the combination would keep 
the record up-to-date, and reduce the time/cost searching for other user in later time. 

Final Office Action dated January 3, 2006» pages 2-4. 

Claim 1 of the present application on appeal herein is as follows: 

1 . A method in a data processing system for pruning search engine indices, 
the method compnsiiig: 

receiving a fiiotifieation by a search engine &om a client browser that a Web 
page retrieval error occurred for a Web page or that the Web page no longer 
contains selected keywords; and 

autorttatically deleting the Web page from the search engine indices in 
response to receiving the notification. 
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A fundamental notion of patent law is the concept that invention lies in the new 
combinatioQ of old elements. Therefore, a rule that every invention could be rejected as obvious 
by merely locating each element of the invention in the prior art and combining the ref^ences to 
foftnulate an obviousness rejection is inconsistent with the very nature of '^invention.'* 
Conscquentlyp a rule exists that a combination of references made to establish a prima faci^ case 
of obviousness must be si^ported by some teaching, suggestion, or incentive contained in the 
prior art which would have led one of ordinary skill in the art to maJce the claimed invention. 

The Examiner bears the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness based 
on the prior art when rejecting claims under 35 U.S-C.'§ 103, Jn re FHtch, 972 F,2d 1260, 23 
U.S.RQ.2d 1780 (Fed. Cir; 1992). The requirements for establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness in view of a combination of references are set forth in detail in Section 2142 of the 
MPBP and include the requirements that the Examiner explain iii detail why the combination of 
the teachings is proper, that the Examiner provide a clear and convincing line of reasoning as to 
why an artisan would have found the claimed invention obvious in light of the teachings of the 
references, and that the Examiner provide a showing that it is the prior art and not the 
Applicant's own disclosure that teaches the combination asserted by tiie Examiner, 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness in rejectmg claims of the present application as being obvious over Glass et al. in 
view of Steele et al,, and that tiiie claims patentably distinguish over the references in their present 
form. With respect to claim 1 , in particular, Appellant submits that neither Glass et al, 
(hereinafter "Glass^ nor Steele et al. (hereinafter "Steele") discloses or suggests a method in a 
data processing system "for pruning search engine indices'*. Furthermore, Appellant submits that 
neither Glass nor Steele, considered alone or in combination, discloses or suggests 
^'automatlGally deleting the Web page from the search engine indices" in response to '"receiving a 
notification by a search engine firom a client browser that a Web page retrieval error occurred for 
a Web page or that the Web page no longer contains selected Icsywords*' as additionally required 
byclaimL 

Glass discloses a technique for providing information to a user about the status of 
information links, such as hypertext links, found in network-based documents. !hi Glass, a user 
downloads a document 1 tiiat contains a hypertext link to a document 2. The user then attempts 
to retrieve document 2, for example, by double clicking on the hypertext link; and an attempt is 
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made fo connect with ihe server where documetit 2 is located If document 2 is not available, the 
link is considered broken. If the link is broken, a mechamsm is provided to change the 
pTosentation of document 2 on document 1 to indicate that there is a broken link to document 2. 
The presentation can be changed, fox example^ by changing the color of the HTML code 
associated with the information link^ by putting an icon before and/or after the infonnation link, 
or the like (see coL 5, lines 48-57 of Glass). 

In rejecting claim 1, the Examiner refers to the teaching in Glass that a spider can be 
utilized. The Examiner iurther contends that a spider is equivalent to a search engine and that it 
can be located in a server: and, therefore, asserts that Glass discloses sending a notification that is 
received by a search engine (spider) in a server that a Web page retrieval error occurred for a 
Web page or that the Web page no longer contains selected keywords. Appellant respectfully 
disagrees* 

Initially, even if, as asserted by the Examiner, a spider can be construed as being a search 
cngme, Glass discloses in the Abstract only that "A spider can be utilized to periodically check 
on whether links reported as broken have been restored''* Similarly, col, 7» line S9-coL 8» line 6 
of Glass reads as follows; 

Fig. 14 is a flow chart of an exemplary spider process for periodically testing 
broken links. The process retrieves a list of broken links fiom the database (1410), 
preferably the data base shown in FIGS. 12A end 12B. For each link, the spider attempts 
a connection (1420). If the connection is not successful (1430-N), the database record is 
xipdated with infotmation about the attempted connection (1435) and the next link is 
selected for processing (1480). 

Glass only discloses using a spider to test broken links listed in a database such as shown 
in FIGS. 12A and 12B thereof which is sunply a listing of broken links (see col. 7, lines 13-17 of 
Glass). Even if a spider can be considered a search engine, Glass nowhere discloses '^receiving a 
notification by a search engine from a client browser that a Web page retrieval error occurred for 
a Web page or that the Web page no loiager contains selected keywords" as is required by 
claim 1. 

Additionally, and es recognized by the Examiner^ Glass also does not disclose 
"automatically deleting flie Web page from the search engine indices in response to receiving the 

(Appeal Brief Page 16 of 32) 
Bcny- 10/045,111 

PAGE18m'RCVDAT6/S200612:40:40PM[Easte^^^ 385 7766' DURATION (min-ss]:0840 



Jun 05 2006 1 1 : 43HM YEE & RSS0CIRTE5, P«C« 



(972J 385-7766 



p« IS 



notification" as recited in claiin 1 . The Examiner indicates, however, that this feature is disclosed 
by Steele, md refers to paragraphs 0082, 0094 and 01 13 of Steele. 

Steele discloses a meehanisxA '^o remove references to stale links'\ and states as follows 
in paragraphs 0082, 0094 and 01 13 referred to by the Examiner (note that in the foUoVving 
paragr^hs, **SBA" refers to "server-based agent'', "CF refers to **central index", and "CSE" 
refers to "central search engine"): 



[0082] As part of the update operation, the SBA 208 may reviev^ hypertext links 

in the pages on the local server 206. The reviewed links are then compared with a link list 
formed during the previous update operation to determine whether liiis have been added 
or subtracted. The SBA 208 includes the list of changed links in the index_delta file 
transferred to the CI 214. This information may then be used by the CI 214 to i^ove . 
references to stale links using one or more of a number of methods described more fiilly 
hereinbelow. 

[0094] The CI maintains in the index database an index for each URL that lists 

the URLs of pages that include a link to .it or reference it This is a library of URLs that 
relates each subject URL to other URLs that have a page linking to the subject URL. 
When index information is reported to the CI indicating that a particular URL has been 
deleted or moved, the CI may search the URL index to determine which URLs contain 
links to the deleted URL, and then send notification to the SBA at each of the referring 
servers. The local SBA may then take some action in response to such notification. For 
example, the SBA may notify the authors of the referring page, or the website 
administrator, that the link has been deleted or moved. The SBA may also be 
programmed to take automatic action* One example of automatic action that the SBA 
may take in view of a deleted or moved link is to add a warning to the html code of the 
referring p^e to indicate that the marked link is no longer valid. Another example is that 
the SBA may replace the link with a link to the root directory of the site to which the 
URL had hitherto been referring* if possible. Where the CI is notified that the URL has 
been moved, rather than deleted^ the SBA at the referring site may be configured to 
update the link to the new URL. 

[0113] Upon determining that the target document has been deleted or otherwise 

removed, the SBA may take one or more of the following actions, Firsts the SBA may 
transmit a message to the server administrator, at step 606, notifying the administrator of 
the change of the target document. The administrator may also be informed as to which 
source document or documents on the server contain a link to the target document in 
question. If authorized or configured to do so, the SBA may automatically amend the 
source document, for example^i by inserting a Mark in the source document to indicate 
that the link is. invalid, m step 608. Additionally^ the SBA may be authorized or 
configured to remove the link fi'Om the source document^ at step 610. Furthemiore, the 
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SBA may be authorized or configured to replace the link to the current subject document 
with a new link to an alternative target document, at step 61^ 

Steele discloses that a when a URL has been deleted or moved^ some impropriate action 
may be taken such as notifying an author or an administrator that a link has been deleted or 
moved, add a warning to HTML code to indicate that a marked link is no longer valid^ or remove 
or replace a link from a source document or the like. Nowhere does Steele disclose or suggest 
^'automatically deleting the Web page from the search engine indices in response to receiving the 
notification" as recited in claim 1 . 

Ndther Glass nor Steele teaches or suggests 'deceiving a notification by a search engine 
fiom a client browser that a Web page retrieval error occurred for a Web page or that the Web 
page no longer contains selected keywords", and "automatically deleting the Web page from the 
search engine indices in response to receiving the notification", as recited in claim 1, and any 
combination of Glass and Steele would not achieve the present invention as recited in claim 1 , 

Furthennore> there is no suggestion in either Glass or Steele to combine the references as 
proposed by the Examiner. In combining the references^ the Examiner states bat it would have 
been obvious to one with ordmary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the system of Glass by applying the teaching of Steele for deleting a web page from a search 
engine index because the combination would keep the recoxxl up-to-date, and reduce the time/cost 
searching for other users at a later time. Appellant submits, however, that since neither reference 
discloses automatically deleting a Web page from search engine indices because a user is not able 
to access the Web page from a hypertext link in a document^ one of ordinary skill in the art, 
having both .Glass and Steele before him would not consider modifying Glass as proposed by the 
Examiner. Therefore, the Examiner has not provided a clear and convincing line of reasoning as 
to why an artisan would have found the claimed invention obvious in light of flie teachings of the 
references, and has not established a prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting claim 1. 

Additionally, Appellant submits that the teachings of Glass and Steele are actually 
inconsistent with one another. In particular, Glass teaches use of a spider to periodically check 
links, and the Examiner attttnpts to use Steele for its teaching of deleting broken links. It would 
appear, accordingly, that the combination of Glass and Steele would try to periodically check 
links that have already been deleted which would not appear to be logical. 
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The Examiner has also not provided a showing that it is the prior art and not the 
Appellant's own disolosure that teaches the combination asserted by the Examiner. Only the 
present application teaches siutomatically deleting a Web page from search engine indices in 
tefsponse to receiving a notification that a Web page retrieval error occuired for a Web page or 
that the Web page no longer contains selected keywords. Appellant submits, accordingly, that the 
Examiner is using hindsight based on Appellant's own disclosure in rejecting claim 1 . Therefore, 
the Examiner has not established ^ prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting 
ctaiin 1 for this reason as well. 

In summary, there is no reasonable basis for combining the references as proposed by the 
Examiner, and> in addition, even if the references were combined as proposed by the Examiner, 
the combination would not teach or suggest the present invention as recited in claim 1 . Claim 1 , 
accordingly, patentably distinguishes over Glass in view of Steele, and it is respectfully requested 
that the Board not sustain the Examiner's Frnal Rcrjection of the claim. 

Independent claims 8, 16, 20, 21, 23, 24, 31, 39, 43, 44 and 46 also patentably diatinguiah 
over Glass in victv of Steele for similar reasons aj5 discussed above with respect to claim L 
Claims 2-7, 9-12, 17-19, 25-30, 32-35 and 40-42 depmd from and fiirther restrict one of the 
independent claims, and patentably distinguish over Glass in view of Steele, at least by virtue of 
theur dependency. 

For at least all the above reasons, claims 1-12, 16-21, 23-35, 39-44 and 46 patentably 
distinguish over Glaas in view of Steele, and it is re^ectfully requested that the Board not sustain 
the Examiner's Final Rejection of the claims. 

A.2. CUlnull9 26ftitd34 

Claim 1 1 depends £xm claim 8 and additionally recites 'deceiving a second type of 
notification from a client browser that at least one selected search temi is absent fiom the Web 
page" and "automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page from the Web page 
database iu response to receiving the second type of not^fication*^ 

In rejecting claim 1 1, the Examiner refers to Col. 4» lines 40-55 of Glass as disclosing this 
feature: 
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There are several reaisons why a document (sometimes called file or page) may 
not be available. For example, a corrunuiiications link linking the requesting user to a 
server may be down. Altematively, the server itself may be down for maintenance or 
because of malfimction. It may also be that document 2 has been removed from the server 
or the address for document 2 on that server has been changed It may also be that 
document 2 has been moved to another server. As another example, the information hnk 
pointing to document 2 may contain a typographical error (in the HTML of document 1 ) 
which does not accurately point to document 2. 

Some of these reasons for an information link being broken arc merely temporary. 
Othets^ are substantially pemianent. 

Nowhere in the above recitation^ or anywhere else in Glass is there any disclosure or 
sugg^tion of "automaiically deleting an entry associated with the Web page &om the Web page 
database in response to receiving the second type of notification*' fix>m a client brawser that at 
least one selected seai^h term is absent fiom the Web page. Neither Glass nor Steele contains any 
such disclosure, and only the present application contains any such disclosure. 
Claim 1 U accordingly, patentably distinguishes over the references in its own right as well as by 
virtue of its dependency from claim 8* 

Claims 26 and 34 recite similar subject matter as claim 1 1 , and also patentably 
distinguish over the cited art in their own right as well as by virtue of their dependency. 

The Board is, accordingly, respectfully requested to not sustain the Examiner's Final 
Rejection of claims 1 1, 26 and 34 for this reason as well. 
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CLAIMS APy|!^TX 
The text of the daiixiB involved m ttie appeal are: 

1 . A method in a data piocessini; system for pnuiing search engine indices » the method 
compriaiiig: 

receiving a notification by a search engine from a client browser that a Web page retrieval 
error occuired for a Web page or that the Web page no longer contains selected keywords; and 

automaticaUy deleting the Web page from the search engine indices in response to 
receiving the notification. 

2. The meOiod of claim 1 , wherein the step of automatically deleting is initiated if the 
notification results in a minimun) number of notifications being received for the Web page. 

3. The method of claim 1 further comprising: 

receiving a search requesit from the client browser* Wherein the search request contains 
the selected keywords; 

searching the search engine indices for matches to the selected keywords to form a 
search; and 

sending a result of the search to tbe client biowser. 

4. The method of claim 3, wherein the result includes an indication that the data processing 
system includes a search engine to cause the client browfifer to send the notification to the data 
processing system. 

(Ai^ Brief Page 2 1 of 32) 
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5. The method of claim 4, wliea:ein the search request includes other keywords in addition to . 
the selected keywords. 

6< The method of claim 1, wherein tiie retrieval error indicates that the Web page is absent. 

7. The method of claim 1> wherein the method is located in one of a search engme or a Web 
portal. 

8. A method in a d£ita processing system for managing entries m a Web page database, the 
method comprising: 

receiving a notL&cation by a search engine from a chent browser that a retrieval error 
occurred for a Web page; and 

automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page fiom the Web page 
database in response to receiving the notification, 

9. The method of claim 8, wherein the step of automatically deleting the entry occurs only if 
Ihe notification causes a number of notifications received for the entry to exceed a threshold 
value. 

1 0. The method of claim 8 further comprising; 
receiving a search r^uest lipm the client browser; 

searching the Web page database for matches to the request to generate a resuh; and 
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sending the result generated from searching the Web page database to the client browser, 
wherein the result includes an indicator that the data processing system includes a search engine 
to cause the clieiit browser to return the notLQcation. 

1 1 . The method of claim 8, wherein the notification is a first t}pe of notification and further 
coniprising: 

receiving a second type of notification irom a client browser that at least one selected 
search teim is absent Stem the Web page; and 

automaticaUy deleting an entry associated with the Web pe^e fiom the Web page 
database iii response to receiving the second type of notification. 

12, The method of claim 8, wherein the method is located in one of a search engine or a Web 
portal. 

16. A method in a data processing system for managing a set of bookmarks for a browser, the 
method comprising: 

sending a request for a Web page in response to a selection of a boolcmaik from the set of 

bookniarkB, wherein the bookmark is associated with the Weh page; 
detemdiung whether an enx>r has occurred in retrieving t^ 
removing the bookmark in response to detemiining that an error has occuixed in 

retrieving the Web page. 
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17. The method of claim 16, wheorein deteiminhig whether an error has occurred comprises: 
detemrnung \yrhether the error has occxiired more than a selected nwnber of times; and 

wherein Temoving the bookmark comprises: 

removing the bookmark from the set of bookmarks in response to determining that the 
error hafi ocouired more than the selected number of times. 

1 8. The method of claim 16, wherein removing the bookmark comprises: 
automatically ranoving the bookmark in response to det^raiining that an error has 

occurred in retrieving the Web page. 

1 9. The method of claim 1 6, wherein removing the bookmaik compnses: 
removing the bookmark in response to a user input to remove the bookmark. 

20 » A data prociessing sy&tem for pruning search engine indices, the data processing system 
comprising: 

a bus system; 

a communications unit connected to the bus system; 
a memory connected to the bus system, wherein the memory includes a set of 
instmctions; and 

a processing unit connected to the bus system, wherein the processing unit executes the 
set of instructions to receive a notification by a search engine firom a client browser tfiat a Web 
page retrieval enx>r ocouired for a Web page or that the Web page no longer contains selected 
keywords; and automatically delete the Web page fiom the search engine indices in response to 
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. receiving the notification. 

21 . A data processing system for managing entries in a Web page database, the data 
processing system comprising; 
a bus system; 

a communications unit connected to the bus system; 

a memory connected to the bus system, whecrein the memory includes as a set of 
instractions; and 

a piocessing unit connected to the bus system^ wherein the processing unit mecutes the 
set of instructions to receive a notificatibii by a search engine from a client browser that a 
retrieval enror ocouifed for a Web page; and automatioally delete an entry associated with the 
Web page from the Web page database in response to receiving the notification, 

23. A data processing system for managing a set of bookmaiks for a browser^ the data 
processing system comprising: 
a bus sj^tem; 

a communications unit connected to the bus system; 
a memory connected to the bus system, wherein the mexnory includes a set of 
instmctions; and 

a processing unit connected to the bus system, wherein the processing unit executes the 
set of instructions to send a request for a Web page in xesponso to a selection of a bookmark from 
the set of bookmarks in which the bookmark is associated with the Web page and removes the 
bookmark in response to determining that an error has occurred in retrieving the Web page, 
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24. A data processing system for prumng search engine indices, the data processing system 
comprising: 

first means for receiving a notification from a client browser that a Web page retrieval 
ennor occuired for a Web page or that the Web page no longer contains selected keywords; and 

deleting means for automatically deleting the Web page &om the search engine indices in 
response to receiving the notification. 

25. The data processing system of claim 24, wherein the means of automatically deleting is 
initiated if the notificatioii results in a minimum number of notifications being received for the 
Web page. 

26. The data processing system of claim 24 wherein the receiving means is a first receiving 
means further con^rising: 

second receiving means for receiving a search request fiom the client bn)wser^ wherein 
the search request contains the selected keywords; 

searching means for searching the search engine indices for matches to the selected 
keywords to form a search; and 

sending means for sending a result, of the search to the client browser. 

27. The data processing system of claim 26, wherein the resxjlt includes an indication that the 
data processing system includes a search engme to cause the client browser to send the 
notification to the data processifig system. 
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28. The data processing system of claim 27, wherdn the search request inoludes other 
keywords in addition to the selected keywords, 

29. The data processing system of claim 24, wherein the retrieval error indicates that the Web 
page is absent. 

30. The data processing system of claim 24, wherein the data processing system is located in 
one of a search engine or a Web portal. 

31. A data processing system for managing entries in a Web page database, the data 
processing system comprising: 

receiving means for receiving a notification from a client browser that a retrieval eiror 
occurred for a Web p^e; and 

deleting means for atitomatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page from the 
Web page database in response to receiving the notification. 

32. The data processing system of claim 31, wherein tiie deleting means is initiated only if the 
notification causes a nuibber of notifications received for the entry to exceed a thieshoid value. 

33. The data processing system of claim 31 further comprising: 
receiving means for receiving a search request from the client browser; 
searching means for searching the Web page database for matches to the request to 

generate a result; and 
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sending means for sending the result generated &om searching the Web page database to 
the client browser, wherein the result includes an indicator that the data processing system 
includes a search engine to cause the client browser to return the notification, 

34. The data processing system of claim 3 1 , wherdn the notification is a first type of 
notification and the receiving means is a first receiving means and further comprising: 

second receiving means for receiving a second type of notification ^m a client biowser 
that at least one selected search term is absent from the Web page; and 

deleting means for automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page from the 
Web page database in response to receiving the second type of notification. 

35. The data processing system of claim 3 1» wherein the receiving means and the deleting 
means are located in one of a search engine or a Web portal. 

39. A data processing system for managing a set of bookmarks for a browser, the data 
processing system comprising: 

sending meand for sending a request for a Web page in response to a selection of a 
bookxbark firom the set of bookmarks, wherein the bookmark is associated with the Web page; 

detmnining means &>r detennining whether an error has occurred in retrieving the Web 
page; and 

removing means for removing the bookmark in response to determining that an error has 
occutred in retrieving the Web page. 
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40. The data processing syBtem of claim 39« wherein the determining means comprises; 
det^mining means for determioing whether the error has occulted more than a selected 

numberof times; and 

wherein the removing means comprises: 

removing means fbr removing the bookmark from the set of bookmarks in response to 
detemiining that the error has occurred.more than the selected number of times. 

4 1 . The data processing system of claim 40, wherein the raiooving means comprises: 
generating means for generating a user prompt to remove the bookmark in response to 

deteiininihg that the error has occurred more than the selected ninnber of times. 

42. The data processing system of claim 4 1 , wherein the removing means comprises : 
removing means for removing the bookmark in response to a user input to remove the 

bookmark, 

43- A computer program product in a computer readable medium for pruning search engine 
indicesj the computer program product comprising: 

first instructions for receiving by a search engine a notification fixjm a client browser that 
a Web page retrieval error occurred for a Web page or that the Web page no longer contains 
selected keywords; and 

second instructions for automatically deleting the Web page fiom. the search engine 
indices in response to receivii^ the notification. 
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44. A con^uter program product in a computer readable medium for managing entries in a 
Web page databasCi the computer program product comprising: 

first itistructianB fbr receiving by a search engine a notification from a client browser that 
a retrieval error occurred for a Web page; and 

second instructions for automatically deleting an entry associated with the Web page fiom 
the Web page database m response to receiving the notification. 

46. A computer prog?ram product in a computer readable medium for managing a set of 
bookmarks for a browser, the con^uter program product comprising: 

first instructions for sending a request for a Web page in response to a selection of a 
bookmark fiom the set of bookmarkB» wherein the bookmark is associated witti the Web page; 

second instructions for deterAiining whettier an error has occurred in retrieving the Web 
page; and 

third instructions for removing the bookmark in response to determining that an error has 
occuned in retrieving the Web page. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 
There is no evidence to bo presented, 

i. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 
There are no related proceedings. 
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